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after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office Action is the answer to the communication received on 10/1 1/2005. 

2. Claims 1-30, and 61 are pending in this application. Claims 31-60, and 62 are 
canceled on 8/09/2004. 

Response 

3. The examiner disagrees about an argument that cited reference do not suggest "a 
user interface" - according to the claimed language, a user interface is merely "a means" 
to input related information (such as a "fill in blank" form, etc.), this is inherent with 
interactive digital computer as "a user interface" for "input'Vspecify" orderings 
suggested by Sherman (see Sherman, the abstract "A process for identification, description and 
display of design components, such as interior decoration products, selected by describing desired 
component characteristics to a digital computer"; or see Hal li day et al., "the utility program 208 may 
be used to write the composite image created using the simplified interface mechanism and saved as a file as 
indicated at 59 in FIG. 1" - "a user interface" is inherently suggested by Halliday et al.). 

Halliday et al. also show a difference if a HAPPY BIRTHDAY card is made - 
i.e., a decoration difference between Fig.l and Fig.3 wherein a base cost for making a 
HAPPY BIRTHDAY card is similar, except a small different in fee/charge if selecting a 
decoration of Fig.l (ref. 15, and ref. 1 1) comparing to a decoration of Fig.3 (ref.21). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office Action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
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matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

4. Claims 1-2, 10-11, 13, 19, 24-25, and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Sherman (US Pat. 4,931,929), in view of Halliday et ah 
(US Pat 5,880,740). 

Sherman suggests a computer-implemented method to price a product, including: 

- generating a user interface that facilitates input of specification information, and 
storing those information (see Sherman, the abstract) concerning the promotional product, 
the specification information including product information identifying a base product to 
be decorated and decoration manufacturing process information identifying a process 
whereby a decoration is applied to the base product - please note that claimed particular 
information in claim 1 are merely non- functional descriptive material that do not 
contribute to a claimed step of pricing a product; 

Sherman obviously receives requested information (see Sherman, the abstract - 
please note that a particular information , such as information concerning to a promotional 
product, decoration position information, decoration manufacturing process information 
etc., - merely non-functional descriptive material that do not distinguish from prior art 
because they do not contribute to core steps of pricing a product), including decoration 
charges as extra optional practices (it is obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art that 
it is easy to obtain a total cost if a service per unit area are performed - such as interior 
design service of Sherman). 

Sherman does not disclose about automatically calculating a unit price for the 
promotional product utilizing the product/pattern information and the decoration 
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manufacturing process information, wherein the user interface further provides a visual 
representation of the promotional product. 

However, Halliday et al. obviously suggest about automatically 
determining/calculating a price for a product/service from a database/Look-Up-Table (see 
Halliday et al., Fig. 10 client computer 111 has a capability to calculating/generating a 
price for a product based on a well-known LUT); and that product is displayed after 
uploading to a server (e.g., providing a visual representation of detail information) on a 
computer monitor screen (see Halliday et al., the abstract, and Fig. 10). 

The examiner respectfully submits that it is old to: 

- add a tax charge to a transaction (for a completed information - e.g., paying for 
meals in a restaurant). 

- includes a shipping charge for an order. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Sherman, Halliday et al., and related information to 
automatically aggregate all cost/price for a specific/promotional product from a database, 
and displaying that sum to a user instead of the user spending time and effort to calculate 
a total price for said product. 

Please note that in claim 1 , claiming that "wherein the user interface further 
provides a visual representation of the promotional product having the decoration applied 
thereto and according to the decoration manufacturing process" does not effect at all to 
the claimed "a method to price a promotional product"; that claimed phrase merely 
explain of a user interface of that method. 
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5. Claims 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sherman (US Pat 4,931,929), in view of Halliday et al. (US Pat. 5,880,740), in 
view of Goldberg et a. (6,196,146), and in view of Mikurak (US Pat. 6,606,744). 

The rationales and references for a rejection of claims 26 are incorporated. 

A. As to claim 27 : Sherman, Halliday et al., and Goldberg et al. do not disclose 
generating a quote to presents a unit charge of a product. 

However, Mikurak teaches that idea in Detailed Description Text portion 
(paragraph 601): "QUOTE OF PRICE AND AVAILABILITY Displays list price Displays 
promotional pricing based on product Displays promotional pricing based on user Displays user 
specific pricing Handles multiple currency Provides general availability Provides user specific 
availability Saves quote to be retrieved and maintained at later point Adapts pricing for geographic 
markets Passes quotes to channel partners Determines credit available and terms Provides web 
call-through for non-standard pricing". 

B. As to claims 28-29 : Sherman, Halliday et al., and Goldberg et al. do not disclose 
generating a quote to presents a unit charge, a decoration charge, the setup charge, a tax 
charge and a shipping charge of a product. 

However, the examiner respectfully submits that it is an old practice to: 

- add a tax charge to a transaction (for a completed information - e.g., paying for 
meals in a restaurant). 

- includes a shipping charge for an order. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Sherman, Halliday et al., and Schwab to presents a list of 
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base products via a user interface, and facilitates user selection of the base product from a list 
of base products for a user's convenience in selection an available product. 

6. Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sherman (US Pat 4,931,929), in view of Halliday et al. (US Pat 5,880,740), further 
in view of Schwab (US Pat 6,226,412). 

The rationales and references for a rejection of claims 1 and 1 1 are incorporated. 

Sherman and Halliday et al. do not disclose that a user interface presents a list of 
base products and facilitates user selection of the base product from the list of base products. 

However, the examiner respectfully submits that Schwab uses a computer screen (a 
user interface) to present options such as a list of available products for selections (see 
Schwab, 3:28-33). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Sherman, Halliday et al., and Schwab to presents a list of 
base products via a user interface, and facilitates user selection of the base product from a list 
of base products for a user's convenience in selection an available product. 

7. Claims 3-7, 10, 12, 14-18, 20-23, 26, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sherman (US Pat 4,931,929), in view of 
Halliday et al. (US Pat 5,880,740), and in view of Goldberg et a. (6,196,146). 

The rationales and references for a rejection of claim 1 are incorporated. 
A. As to claims 3, 6, and 16 : Sherman also applies a user interface for visual 
applications (see Sherman, Fig.3, refs.500-700; please note that a user interface is merely 
an I/O device such as a keyboard/a monitor screen, facilitating is merely an intent of use). 
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B. As to claims 4-5, 11, 14-18, and 20-23 : Sherman, Halliday et al., and Schwab do not 
disclose that a decoration manufacturing process is an embroidery manufacturing process 
that is selected for uploading, and the decoration price per unit area is based upon an 
average number of stitches per unit area. 

However, Goldberg et al. suggest a decoration process includes an embroidery 
process (e.g., a decorative image/pattern/type, see Goldberg et al., 1:45-58), and 
determine/modify selectable embroidery location/area/grid/size for selected garment (see 
Goldberg et al, claim 1). The examiner respectfully submits that it is old and well- 
known that for a fancy floor design, a brick layer services is priced by a unit area then 
storing those data for later use; this is analogous that a decoration price per unit area is 
based upon an average number of stitches per unit area. 

Using Goldberg et al.'s information as above, Halliday et al. are able to 
automatically determining/calculating a unit price for a particular product/service (see 
Halliday et al., Fig. 10 client computer 1 1 1 has a capability to calculating/generating a unit 
price for a particular product). 

C. As to claims 26 : The examiner respectfully submits that it is old to: 

- includes a setup charge, a shipping charge and a tax charge for an order for a 
completed information. 

D. As to claims 12, and 16 : Sherman and Halliday et al. also do not disclose about 
identifying occupied pixels, and determining a certain decoration area. 

However, the examiner respectfully submits that identifying required pixels is 
similar to find a resolution of display dot per area (this has been defined in dictionary), 
and Goldberg et al. determine a decorated zone/area/size (see Goldberg et al., claim 1). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Sherman, Halliday et al., and Goldberg et al. to suggest 
that a decoration manufacturing process is an embroidery manufacturing process, and the 
decoration price per unit area is based upon an average number of stitches per unit area 
because an average cost for decorating a piece of work is analogous to a price cost of 
laying bricks in a design. 

Conclusion 

8. Claims 1-30, and 61 are not patentable. The submitted argument is unpersuasive; 
accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicants 
are reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

9. Please note that US Pat. 6,414,693 by Berger et al. also read-on the claimed 
subject matter. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CUONG H. NGUYEN whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6759. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, THOMAS G. BLACK can be reached on 571-272-6956. The Rightfax 
number for the organization where this application is assigned is 571-273-6759. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Please provide support, with page and line numbers, for any amended or new 
claim in an effort to help advance prosecution; otherwise any new claim language that 
is introduced in an amended or new claim may be considered as new matter, especially 
if the Application is a Jumbo Application. _ / 
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